THE ARDLAMONT MYSTERY
and his appeal was dismissed with costs. The
ster of the Rolls (Lord Esher), in giving judgment, en-
dorsed the Lord Chief Justice's reference to Cecil as putty in
Monson's hands. "A greater mass of impudent falsehoods
had never been told. The statements were infamous lies, and
upon them these policies were issued. Monson was clearly
acting for Cecil throughout; the boy was under his influence,
and had been, so to speak, mesmerized into signing the false
statements in the proposal which his tyrant had written for
him."*
Undismayed by this judicial anathema, Mrs. Monson had
a sporting shot at the policies.   In the Probate Court she
applied to Mr. Justice Jeune for a subpoena against Messrs.
Davidson & Syme, "W.S., the agents for the defence at the
trialj commanding them to bring into  Court the famous
assignation in her favour, contained in the letter written to her
by Cecil Hambrough on yth August.   His Lordship, being
informed by counsel that a writ had been issued, granted the
application.   We hear no more of the matter: probably, in
Tottenham's phrase, it was but a further instance of "bluff.**
Once again in the Queen's Bench we find the Lord Chief
Justice and a special jury occupied with the affairs of Mr.
Monson.    That versatile and tireless litigant had raised an
action against Madame Tussaud for libel, in respect of the .
exhibition of his figure as aforesaid; the defendant denied that
the exhibition was libellous and pleaded that the effigy was
exhibited by the plaintiff's consent.   Mr. Coleridge, Q..C.,
appeared  for Monson,  Mr*  Murphy,  Q.C.,  for Madame.
Monson, examined, stated that Tottenham stole the clothes
and the gun from his rooms and sold them to Tussaud un-
known to him.  He refused to give a sitting for the wax model,
and insisted on the return of the cheque.   He had visited the
exhibition and found the figure was placed between those of
Mrs. Maybrick, the murderess, and Pigott, the forger.   The
suggestion plainly was that he was a criminal of like fashion
with them.    He claimed substantial damages for the daily
torture which he and his family suffered from the exhibition of
his effigy.   Cross-examined, his portrait appeared on the cover
1 For a report of Hambrough v. The Mutual Life Assurance Company of New
York, Jth and 25th January 1895, see 72, Law Times, 140.
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